Previous research shows that feelings of vulnerability, as measured by fear of crime, are associated 16 with preferences for physically formidable and dominant mates (PPFDM), ostensibly because of the 17 physical protection such mates can afford. In the lab and in the field, we tested whether the 18 relationship between PPFDM and fear of crime is pronounced when the risk of crime is relatively 19 high, and for crimes that are evolutionarily more costly. In Study 1, women were presented with 20 daytime and night time images that featured a lone shadowy male figure, crime hotspots and 21 safespots, and they reported their risk of victimisation in the situation depicted in the image. In 22 Study 2, we had female participants walk through crime hotspots and safespots in a city centre 23 during the daytime, and had them report their perceived victimisation risk for different types of 24 crime, perpetrated by a male-versus female. Participants in Study 1 and 2 also completed a scale 25 that measures PPFDM. In both studies, we found that PPFDM was positively associated with fear of 26 crime in hotspots and in safespots. Additionally, fear of crime was significantly affected by risk 27 situation (i.e., safespot versus hotspot, night time versus daytime). The relationship between PPFDM 28 and fear, however, did not vary in relation to risk situation, perpetrator gender, or crime type, 29
harm to existing offspring. As such, evolutionary theorists (e.g., Duntley & Shackelford, 2012; Smuts, 48 1992) have argued that violence during our ancestral history has contributed to shaping the 49 psychology of women through the production of adaptations that are designed to reduce 50 victimisation costs. 51 Duntley and Shackelford (2012) argue that, whilst avoidance of violence is the most effective 52 strategy, an attack may not always be unavoidable, and thus individuals often must resort to 53 alternative strategies for protection. They hypothesise that people have evolved adaptations to 54 reduce their risk of victimisation. For example, women's mate selection criteria should, and indeed, 55 evidence suggests that it does, include a preference for mates who can offer protection for 56 themselves and their offspring (e.g., Buss, 1994; Snyder et al. 2011 ) through being physically 57 formidable and dominant, known as "the bodyguard hypothesis" (Wilson & Mesnick, 1997) . For 58 example, women prefer protective qualities in male friends (Bleske-Rechek & Buss, 2001 ) and short-59 term or extra-pair mating partners (Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Greiling & Buss, 2000) , supposedly due to 60 the protection they can afford. 61
However, men who have these protective qualities also have less desirable traits that are 62 costly to their mates. Traits that enable protection, such as aggression, dominance and physical
Measures and Data Analysis 194
For each participant, risk perception scores were averaged across images, conditioning the 195 data on risk situation and time of day. To measure PPFDM, responses to the preferences for 196 formidable mates scale were summed across items for each participant. There was no significant 197 difference in risk ratings, t(156)= 3.71, p = .711, or PPFDM scores, t(156) = -1.068, p = .287 according 198 to the order in which they were completed. Hence, we did not include questionnaire order in any of 199 the analyses that will follow. PPFDM scores were mean centred prior to analysis. The risk perception 200 data were analysed with a 2 time of day (day versus night) x 3 risk situation (hotspots, safespots, 201 versus male presence) ANCOVA, with PPFDM as the covariate. Alpha was set to .05 in the analysis. 202
Significant results were further examined with Bonferonni corrected t-tests and Pearson's r. 203
Results 204

Preliminary Analyses 205
On average, women's risk perception scores fell around the mid-point of the scale (M = 5.14, 206 SD = 1.88). There was a main effect for time of day; women rated their perceived risk of victimisation 207 as higher for the night compared to the day images, (M = 4.60, SEM = .15 versus M = 5.68, SEM = 208 .13), F(1, 156)= 257.05, p < .001, η p 2 = .62. Risk perception scores also varied significantly in relation 209 to risk situation, F(1, 37) = 254.38, p < .001, η p 2 = .62. Women perceived their risk as higher for the 210 male images (M = 6.02, SEM = .14) compared to the crime hotspot images (M = 5.14, SEM = .14) and 211 the safespot images (M = 4.26, SEM = .14); perceived risk was also significantly higher for the 212 hotspot compared to the safespot images, all p's < .001. As such, the images affected feelings of risk 213
in the manner that we had anticipated. The main effects, however, are qualified by significant 214 interaction effects. Namely, a significant two-way interaction was obtained for risk situation andcompared to daytime for images of crime hotspots (mean difference = 1.15, p <.001), safespots 217 (mean difference = .507, p <.001) and male presence (mean difference = 1.56, p <.001). There was a 218 significant difference in perceived risk between each risk situation during both the day and night (all 219 p's <.001) 220
PPFDM 221
As can be seen in Figure 2 , women's risk perception scores were positively correlated with 222 PPFDM in every risk situation, both during the day and during the night. Additionally, PPFDM was a 223 significant predictor of risk perception scores, F(1, 156) = 29.25, p < .001, η p 2 = .16. Women with 224 relatively high PPFDM scores tended to perceive themselves as having a higher risk of victimisation (r 225 = .40, p < .001). . In addition, a significant three-way interaction was obtained for risk situation, time 226 of day, and PPFDM, F(1, 312) = 5.86, p < . 01, η p 2 = .04. To investigate the three-way interaction 227 effect, we analysed each situation separately, using repeated measures ANCOVAs, with time of day 228 as the repeated measure and PPFDM as the covariate. Results indicated that the time of day x 229 PPFDM interaction effect was significant in only the male image condition, F(1, 156) = 8.43, p = .004, 230 η p 2 = .05. As can be seen in Figure 2 , the effect emerged because the correlation between risk 231 perception and PPFDM was smaller for the situation in which there was a shadowy figure of a male 232 at night time compared to daytime (r = .39 versus r = .80 versus, respectively), z = 5.749, p < .001. All 233 other interactions were nonsignificant. 234
Discussion 235
The findings of Study 1 suggest that the relationship between PPFDM and risk perceptions is 236 general in nature. Contrary to Hypothesis 1, PPFDM was positively correlated with risk perceptions 237 in crime hotspots and safespots. Additionally, PPFDM was positively correlated with risk perceptions 238 in every situation, both at night and during the daytime. The strength of the association betweenother situations depicted. This suggests that regardless of individual differences in risk perception, 241 women by and large tended to perceive the image of a male figure as risky. 242
Taken together, the results of Study 1 indicate that the psychological mechanisms that 243 underlie the relationship between PPFDM and risk perceptions seem to be general rather than 244 specific in nature. Women with stronger PPFDM tend to feel more at risk, regardless of the 245 circumstances. Moreover, the order in which participants completed the risk perception 246 measurements or the PPFDM scale did not influence scores, suggesting PPFDM may be a stable trait, 247 rather than being influenced by the images depicting varied risk of victimisation. However, perhaps 248
we did not find evidence that women with higher PPFDM are more in tune with environmental risks 249 because the testing context did not afford a sensitive enough test. Specifically, had we tested 250 women's risk perceptions in actual situations that varied with respect to victimisation risk cues, we 251 may have found that the relationship between women's risk perceptions and PPFDM varied in 252 relation to the level of risk present in the situation. 253
To address these issues, in Study 2, we had women evaluate their risk of victimisation as 254 they walked through a city centre, following a predetermined route that featured crime cues (e.g., 255
alleyways, broken windows). They evaluated their risk in relation to several different types of crime 256 (rape, robbery versus assault), perpetrated by a male versus female assailant. We also explored in 257 Study 2 the multiple psychological dimensions of fear in relation to PPFDM, including fear of crime, 258 perceived consequence seriousness, and perceived risk of victimization. However, as evidence 259 suggests that perceived risk of victimization best defines fear of crime (e.g., Rountree & Land, 1996 ; 260 Gabriel & Greve, 2003; Jackson, 2005; Warr, 1987) , is strongly associated with fear of crime (e.g., 261
Radar et al. 2007), differs by crime type (Reid & Konrad, 2004) , almost entirely mediates the 262 association between crime cues (e.g., broken windows, graffiti, anti-social behaviour) and fear of 263 crime (Ferraro et al. 1992) , and contributes, along with perceived offense seriousness, to overall fearsexual assault seems to be based largely on their perceived risk (Fisher & Sloan, 2003; Wilcox et al. 267 2006), which also contributes largely to behaviours to avoid victimisation (Ferraro, 1995) . recruited from a larger sample of women which responded to a prescreening questionnaire which 286 checked eligibility for participation. Eligibility requirements included being between 18 and 35 years 287 menses consistently occurring every 26-32 days). 289
Women were randomly assigned to participate on either days 1-3 (nonfertile phase, n = 21) 290 or days 12-16 (fertile phase, n = 19) of their menstrual cycle. This was calculated using the forward 291 cycle method (Grammer, 1993 However, whilst piloting the route we came across an additional location at the end of the route. This was a deserted pub with broken and boarded up windows, surrounded by litter. Despite not fitting our original definition of a crime hotspot, it came to our attention that it provoked feelings of vulnerability and risk of crime and thus we decided to include this as a key point at the very end of the route (hence including 5 crime hotspots and 4 safespots). We therefore used mean scores rather than the sum of risk scores for data analysis. Results do not differ with this crime hotspot included or omitted. questionnaire began by asking participants to state in which type of location they were (e.g., 333
residential street, alleyway, shop) to verify their perception of that location was veridical. The 334 questionnaire proceeded to ask how safe they felt on a scale from 0 (very unsafe) to 10 (very safe). 335
They were then asked about the extent of their fear of crime in that area, from 0 (no fear at all) to 10 336 (highly fearful) . Afterwards, open-ended questions were asked regarding which particular crime they 337 felt most afraid of becoming victim to in that location, and for what reason-that is, what outcome or 338 consequence they feared as a result of becoming victim to that crime (e.g., injury). They were then 339 asked to rate the perceived seriousness of that consequence on a scale from 0 (no negative 340 consequences) to 10 (very serious consequences). 341
To measure perceived risk, participants were asked to report how likely on a scale of 0 (not 342 likely at all) to 10 (extremely likely) they perceived their risk of becoming a victim of each crime. The 343 crimes included: rape by a man, robbery by a man, robbery by a woman, physical assault by a man, 344
and physical assault by a woman. Finally, they were asked about their feelings of vulnerability with 345 regard to becoming a victim of crime on a scale from 0 (not vulnerable at all) to 10 (extremely 346 vulnerable)
, and an open-ended question about which crime they felt particularly vulnerable to in 347 that location. 348
On completion of the route, the participant and experimenter returned to the lab, wherein 349 the participant took a self-administered urine based ovulation test and was given a full debrief 350 detailing the true aims of the research. 351
Data analysis 352
We averaged women's risk perception scores, conditioning the data on location, crime type 353 and perpetrator gender. To measure PPFDM, we summed the ratings women gave on the 354 preferences for physically formidable and dominant mates scale. Finally, following guidelines foral. 1988). Only 6 participants were in a relationship; thus, it was not possible to analyse current 357 relationship status in relation to any of the other study variables. 358
Results 359
Preliminary Analyses 360
First we assessed whether women had interpreted the visual cues along the route in the 361 manner that we had hoped. Towards this end, we conducted repeated measures t-tests on women's 362 ratings of safety, fear of crime, vulnerability, and victimization consequences, with location as the 363 repeated measures factor. Effect sizes were calculated using Cohen's d (Cohen, 1988) , with the 364
Morris and DeShon's (2002) equation 8 correction for dependence among means for within-subjects 365 designs. The results are presented in Table 1 . As shown, women felt significantly less safe, reported 366 higher levels of fear, felt more vulnerable, and perceived that the consequences of crime would be 367 more serious for them in the crime hotspots compared to safespots. Additionally, we verified and 368 found based on women's written responses that their perceptions were veridical with being in a 369 hotspot versus safespot. Thus, women had perceived the visual cues of crime in the manner we had 370 expected. 371
We also performed bivariate analyses of the fear of crime measures taken in hotspots and 372 safespots in relation to PPFDM, negative affect and positive affect. The results are shown in Table 2 . 373 PPFDM was positively and significantly associated with negative affect. As such, in the analyses that 374 follow, we modelled the dependent variables with both PPFDM and negative affect included. PPFDM 375 was significantly and positively correlated with the crime hotspot data, including perceptions of risk, 376 vulnerability, and seriousness of consequences of victimisation. For the safespot data, PPFDM was 377 significantly and positively correlated only with the perception of seriousness.
indicating that fertile women preferred aggressive-formidability in mates. However, fertility status 381
was
PPFDM and Perceived Risk of Robbery and Physical Assault by Male and Female Perpetrators 386
We began our analysis by examining women's reports regarding their perceived risk of crime 387 as they walked through crime hotspots and safespots in the city centre. To test our hypotheses, we 388 location. The interaction between PPFDM and location was not significant; thus, Hypothesis 1, which 404 stated the relationship between PPFDM and risk is stronger in hotspots compared to safespots, was 405 not supported. Additionally, the interaction between PPFDM and assailant gender did not reach 406 statistical significance, F(1, 37) = 2.08, p = .16, η p 2 = .05. Therefore, Hypothesis 2, which predicted a 407 stronger relationship between PPFDM and risk for male-compared to female-perpetrated crimes, 408
was not supported. 409
There were several 2-way interaction effects: assailant gender and location, F(1, 37) = 12.39, 410 p < .001, η p 2 = .25, assailant gender and crime type, F(1, 37) = 5.76, p < .05, η p 2 = .14, and location 411 and crime type, F(1, 37) = 11.69, p < .01, η p 2 = .24. These relationships are depicted in Figure 4 . 412
Pairwise comparisons adjusted for multiple comparisons using the Bonferroni correction were used 413 to examine these interactions. The assailant gender by location interaction showed that whilst there 414 was a significant difference in perceived risk of male-versus female-perpetrated crimes in both 415 hotspots and safespots, the gender difference was larger in hotspots (mean difference = 1.44, SE = 416 .24. p < .001) compared to safespots (mean difference = .85, SE = .17, p < .001). Similarly, whilst 417 perceived risk was significantly higher in hotspots compared to safespots regardless of perpetrator 418 gender, the location difference was larger for male (mean difference = 2.4, p < .001) compared to 419 female-perpetrated crimes (mean difference = 1.81, p < .001). Secondly, although the perceived risk 420 of a male compared to a female perpetrator was higher for both robbery (mean difference= 1.00, SE 421 = .20, p < .001) and physical assault (mean difference= 1.28, SE = .201, p < .001), the gender 422 difference was slightly greater for physical assault. The risk of robbery was perceived as higher than 423 the risk of assault regardless of gender, but the crime type difference was slightly higher for female-424 perpetrated (mean difference = .991, p < .001) compared to male-perpetrated crimes mean 425 difference = .71, p < .001). Finally, whilst the perceived risk of robbery was significantly higher than 426 perceived risk of physical assault in hotspots (mean difference= .43, SE= .13, p < .01) and safespots 427 (mean difference = 1.28, SE = .231, p < .001), robbery was perceived as being particularly more likelycompared to physical assault in the safespots. The difference in perceived risk according to location 429 was greater for physical assault crimes (mean difference = 2.54, p < .001) compared to robbery 430 (mean difference = 1.68, p < .001). 431
Perceived Personal Risk of Rape versus Robbery and Physical Assault by Male Perpetrators 432
To test Hypothesis 3, which posited that the relationship between PPFDM and risk 433 perceptions is stronger for sexual assault compared to other crimes, we conducted a 2 (location) x 3 434 (crime type-for only male-perpetrated crime) mixed model ANCOVA on the personal risk of crime 435 scores, entering the mean centred PPFDM and negative affect scores as the covariates. for Hypothesis 3, which proposed that PPFDM would be especially predictive of risk perceptions for 448 rape compared to other types of crimes, was not found. 449
There was a significant location x crime type interaction, F(2, 74) = 25.02, p < .001, η p 2 = .40. 450
Pairwise comparisons adjusted for multiple comparisons using the Bonferroni correction showed 451 that perceived risk was significantly higher for hotspots compared to safespots for all crimes (all p'sassault or rape in the hotspots (all p's > .122), perceived risk for these male-perpetrated crimes 454 differed significantly in the safespots. Perceived risk for male-perpetrated robbery was significantly 455 higher than perceived risk for male-perpetrated rape (mean difference = 2.16, SE mean difference= 456
.32, p < .001) and for physical assault (mean difference = 1.16, SE mean difference = .25, p < .001). 457
Perceived risk of male-perpetrated physical assault was significantly higher than perceived risk of 458 rape (mean difference=.995, SE mean difference = .194, p<.001). No other statistically significant 459 relationships were found (F's < 1.40). 460
Discussion 461
Previous research has found that fear of crime is related to preferences for physically 462 formidable and dominant mates (Snyder et al. 2011) . Life history models suggest that cues of 463 environmental risk during childhood, including attachment styles and psychosocial stress, predict 464 reproductive strategies in later adulthood (e.g., see Del Giudice, 2009). Further, Snyder and 465 colleagues found evidence that PPFDM is a relatively stable trait, with PPFDM predicted by 466 prevalence of crime during childhood and subjective fear of crime rather than current actual crime 467 levels. They proposed that feelings of worry in relation to becoming a crime victim are related to 468 PPFDM due to the protection that a physically formidable mate can offer. However, it has been 469 suggested that reproductive strategies may adjust with changing environments (see Del Giudice, 470 2009). Therefore, as PPFDM seems to be related to vulnerability, we tested whether the strength of 471 the association between PPFDM and fear of crime is stronger for situations in which the risk and 472 costs of victimisation, and hence, the need for protection, are higher. If women with a high PPFDM 473 are particularly sensitive to cues indicative of victimisation risk, then PPFDM and risk perceptions 474 should correspond most strongly when the risk of crime is high. On the other hand, if PPFDM is 475 predictive of risk, even in safe environments, this would suggest that women with strong PPFDM 476 generally feel more vulnerable compared to their counterparts. To investigate, we had womencues (Study 1). We also had women rate their risk of victimisation as they walked through crime 479 hotspots and safespots in a city centre (Study 2). 480
In Study 1, we found that women evaluated their risk of victimisation as higher in situations 481
where there was a lone shadowy male figure and when there were other cues indicative of crime 482 (e.g., alleyways, night time). In Study 2, we found that women felt more vulnerable, felt less safe, 483 perceived their risk of crime to be higher, and they were more concerned about the victimisation 484 seriousness (hereby, these results will be collectively referred to as 'fear of crime') in the crime 485 hotspots compared to safespots. Therefore, women as a whole were sensitive to the cues in their 486 environment, which in turn affected their perceptions of risk and fear of crime. 487
We tested whether strong preferences for dominant and formidable mates was associated 488 with greater perceived victimisation risk, particularly in situations in which the risk of victimisation is 489 highest, including situations in which there are crime cues, the assailant is male, and the crime is 490 sexual assault. The findings suggest that the psychological mechanism underlying the association 491 between perceived risk of victimisation and PPFDM is general in nature. Women who tended to fear 492 crime the most and who viewed themselves as having a relatively high victimization risk, tended to 493 prefer physically formidable and dominant mates more strongly than other women. Thus, our results 494 are in keeping with Snyder and colleagues' (2011) proposal that PPFDM may not be related to actual 495 prevailing rates of violence, but rather appears to be associated with women's self-assessed 496 vulnerability. 497
Previous research suggests that women avoid risky situations during phases of peak fertility 498 (e.g., Bröder & Hohmann, 2003; Chavanne & Gallup, 1998) , when sexual victimisation is arguably 499 more costly due to the increased chance of conception. Fessler and colleagues (2014) suggest that a 500 woman's assets e.g., reproductive fitness and survival, are more at risk of incurring costs of 501 victimisation at peak fertility. Whilst we did not find fertility status to be associated with perceptions 502 suggest that women with higher vulnerability to crime victimisation should have higher preferences 504 for formidable mates. Fertile compared to nonfertile women indeed reported a higher PPFDM. This 505 finding may suggest that the higher asset risks associated with ovulation, and thus increased 506 vulnerability to crime is associated with a higher need for protection from a formidable mate. 507
However, some traits associated with a formidable mate such as tall and broad shoulders are 508 correlated. This finding may suggest that preference for physically formidable and dominant mates is 517 tied to a general individual differences factor, with women who feel the most afraid and vulnerable 518 having strong preferences for physically formidable and dominant mates. The data suggest that 519 women who generally feel more vulnerable, regardless of the situation, have a high PPFDM, and 520 women who generally feel less vulnerable have a lower PPFDM. This may suggest overall individual 521 differences in risk assessments, which in turn influence mate preferences. 522
Women are likely to vary in their own abilities to defend against a potential antagonist and 523 the importance they place on a formidable mate. One way we assessed this possibility to estimate 524 women's ability to defend themselves was through BMI measurements, and we found that BMI was 525 not associated with either fear of crime or PPFDM. However, there may be other individual 526 difference factors that underlie the relationship between PPFDM and fear of crime, and this 527 warrants further examination. Women feel more or less vulnerable to victimisation for a number of 528 stability of PPFDM into adulthood (e.g., Sherman et al. 2015) . For example, an interesting avenue for 530 future research would be to examine the development of PPFDM as a function of childhood 531 experiences of crime, heightened vulnerability, and limited protection. Other factors that might 532 affect women's PPFDM could include the psychological ability to cope with threat, the perceived 533 value of a women's assets (e.g., the ability to defend herself and the evolutionary costs to fitness 534 that she is likely to suffer from violent victimisation, see Fessler et al. 2015) or past victimisation 535 experiences with strangers versus mates (Cate et al. 2003) . 536
Based on their research, Snyder et al (2011) suggested that subjective fear of crime was a 537 relatively stable trait, which is unlikely to vary over short time spans. However, they argued that 538 before definitive conclusions could be made regarding the stability of fear of crime, it was necessary 539 to assess fear of crime with more ecologically valid primes. Indeed, using real life crime hotspots 540 versus safespots, we found fear to be more variable; fear varied in response to the environment. As 541 women walked around the city centre, fear of crime ratings differed between crime hotspots and 542 safespots, suggesting that fear of crime may not be a stable trait. Perceived risk appeared to reflect 543 actual crime rates; perceived risk of robbery was higher than perceived risk of physical assault and 544 sexual assault, which is in line with crime statistics for Leicestershire.
2 However, despite finding 545 PPFDM to be higher in women that report higher perceived risk of victimisation, the association 546 between PPFDM and perceived risk of victimisation did not vary according to location and crime 547 However, firstly, there may be evolutionary advantages of the stability of such psychological 551 mechanisms. Our finding of stability in the relationship between PPFDM and risk may be due to the 552 fact that it may not be adaptive for women to engage in a risk assessment each time they encounter 553 a new environment or a potential mate. Moreover, we asked women about their preferences for 554 formidability and dominance in a long-term mate specifically. Snyder et al. (2008) found that 555 relationship type (short-versus long-term) moderated changes in women's trade-off for dominance 556 versus prestige in a partner. The trade-off faced in the commitment versus protection afforded by a 557 physically formidable and dominant mate should not fluctuate in a long-term partner like it would 558 for a short-term partner. Rather, it makes sense that women who generally feel less able to protect 559 themselves, and thus vulnerable to criminal victimisation, would reap the protective benefits from a 560 physically formidable and dominant long-term mate regardless of the situation. Similarly, it may not 561 be considered adaptive for preferences for a long-term mate to continuously update as this is likely 562 to compromise relationship commitment, unlike for a short-term mate. Had we asked about 563 preferences for a short-term mate, or simply not clarified relationship type, the relationship 564 between PPFDM and perceived risk may have been less stable. However, as discussed by Del Giudice 565 hence, we could not determine the role that childhood experiences played in the development of 578 PPFDM. Additionally, our study cannot rule out the possibility that the association between PPFDM 579 and perceived risk of crime is accounted for by a social learning explanation. For example, children 580 that grew up in areas with higher prevalence of crime may experience their mother's choice of 581 partner as being physically formidable and dominant as protection from criminal victimisation, and 582 subsequently learnt from this behaviour. The sample size in Study 2 could also be considered a 583 limitation. We prioritised data collection in the real world to investigate the priming effects that 584 authentic crime hotspots had on fear of crime at the cost of a relatively small sample size. 585
Nonetheless, it is important to note that our manipulation of fear of crime was effective, and that 586 our main research finding of an association between vulnerability and PPFDM is similar to previous 587 research (e.g., Snyder et al. 2011 ) thus providing convergent data. Therefore, future research should 588 aim to replicate this methodology using both a larger sample size and a between-subjects 589 manipulation of location, while assessing whether PPFDM varies according to location and update in 590 response to cues of risk (i.e., in crime hotspots versus safespots). 591
In summary, across two studies, our findings indicate that the relationship between 592 perceived vulnerability and preferences for the protection offered by a physically formidable and 593 dominant male is robust. We extended previous research by examining the specificity of the 594 cognitive mechanisms underlying the association between PPFDM and fear of crime under 595
ecologically valid conditions. We tested the specificity of PPFDM, examining whether women with 596 strong PPFDM perceived greater vulnerability to relatively more evolutionarily costly crimes. 597 However, our results indicated that PPFDM may be a stable trait. We conclude that women with 598 strong PPFDM feel relatively more at risk, fearful, and vulnerable to criminal victimisation compared 599 to their counterparts, regardless of whether there are situational risk factors present. 600 
